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The purpose ot this paper is to provide a comprehensive hx:-
tory ot the Tactical Air Command’s participation in the,test -
phase otf the Department ot Defense Model Installation Progran
(MIP)., The premise behind MIP was that excellent installations
could be created if the installation commanders were treed from
cverly restrictive regulations. The MIF concept represents a
diomatically dirrterent approach to base-level management. 3 tran-
sition from highly centralized management to a decentraliced

2

system ottering the installation commander more autcnomy. ¥, - /@;
Ertective | January 1937, MIP was implemented throughout the

Lepartment of Detense as the method for achieving more ertricient
and ertective management of defense installations ail over the
world, Because ot the great potential or MiF. Air Fortce eader1s

_ at ai: levels need to understand the program in order %o €Uty

N exploit that potential. In order to tacilitate understanding,

- researchers need to study all aspects of MIF implementation ana

‘; sting. This paper rocuses on the implementation ana testing <t

g}

te =

the program in TAC, one of.five Air Force major commandgs %o tes”

the prcgran. This study is part ot the larger body or know.eudge

' reeded to fully understand the development and impiementation o:
ir as an orticiaily sanctioned Dol management fpoiicy.
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ABUUT THE AUTHUR

Ma jor kRaynond A. Douthit enlisted in the United States Air
Force in Lecember 1360. After basic training at Lackland AFE,
Texas, he was assigned to Keesler Technical Training Center,
Mississippi. At ter graduating from the heavy ground radio main-
tenance course, he was assigned to a small air-to-ground radio
site near Fairbanks, Alaska. His rtollowing assignment was to 3
Titan [l missile communication squadron at Davis-Monthan AFE,
Arizona. In 1965, he was transrterred to Keesler AFB where he
taught missile communication maintenance for both the Titan [
and Minuteman weapon systems. While at keesler, he began sttend-
ing coilege classes at night. In 1908, then Statr 3Sergeant
Louthit was transferred to Nha Trang, Vietnam, and subsequent!
rte Udorn Koyal Thai Air Base, Thailand. Upon returning to tne
Uniteu 3tates, he was 3ssigned to Brooks AFB, Texas., where he
resumed his ortr-duty education. In 1972, Technical Sergeant
Couthit was selected tor the Bootstrap Commissioning Prograsm and
departed Texas for a year at William Carey College, Hattiesburg,
Mississippi. He graduated with honors in June 1973 with a Bache-
icr 2¢ Arts degree in History. Iln September 1973, as a distin-
guizhed military graduate ot the Otticer Training Schooi. Laci-
iand AFBE, Texas, he was commissioned a Second Lieutenant. Arters
attending the Administration and Executive Support UOrticers
course at keesler AFB, he was assigned to Chanute Technical
Training Center, lllinois, where he served as an administrativ:
otricer and then as commander of a student sguadron. In 1974, ne
was transterred to Torrejon Air Base, Spain, where he was the
squausren section commander for the communications group. inolads
he transterred to the Aeruspace Audiovisual Service, hlortwon AbE,
California, where he served as the director of administration.
in 1230, & new defense agency, the Detense Audiovisual Agency,.
created at Norton and Captain Douthit was asked tu head ug
administration and satety directorate. In 1382, cCaptain
uthit was transferred back to Torrejon Air Base wnere he had
director ot base administration. Atter beinyg promcteua
in 1985, he was selected tor the job ot executive orfti-
tor the Sixteenth Air Force, headquartered at Torrejon, Hz
was assigned to Air Command and Staff College as a student in
August 13227,
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W I. Purpose: To record the history of the Model Installation
.) Program within the Tactical Air Command from its inception as a
:0; test program in January 1984 to its {mplementation as a Dol and
Uﬁ Air Force management policy in December 1986.
o
Ny [l. Problem: From its inception as a management theory, through
el the testing phase, to its acceptance as an established Department
x of Defense and Air Force management program, did the Tactical Air
e Command (TAC) Model Installation Program (MIP) etfectively test
? the MIP concept by accomplishing the objectives intended by its
W originators? The MIP concept is an attempt to reduce bureau-
ﬂf cratic road blocks to effective base-level management by provid-
A ing the installation commander a quick and easy way to obtain
- . waivers to restrictive regulations. The philosophy of MIP en-
‘e courages the installation commander to create an environment
~ where innovative ideas can flourish and be implemented. Anything
:Jz could be tried as long as it was Jegal and possible. This was a
.53 dramatic departure from traditional top-down management philosoc-
1 : phy. The Model Installation program would give the installation
-J' commnander a significant degree of autonomy. Therefore, the
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N Frocess or evolution ot the program should be thoroughly docu-

B mented. I'hi1z study covers one small part or the story--that or
:. tne Tactical Air Command, one of tive major commands participat-
bt ing in the test.

«

PV tid. Lxt3: The source documents 1or this historical monograrph
A were ocbtained trom the Air Force Historical Research Center ar

v chives and the Air Force Project Orrice ror the Model Instxila-
r* tizn Frogram (AF.PRPJB). The data ror this monograph were ex:

b trected rrom orticial letters and memoranda, minutes or meetings
g‘ and conrerences, briefings, reports., etc., obtained trom the

ﬂ\ apove sources,

!

; Cv e ecnziuzions: In terms or the expectaticons enumerated Ly the
k\ criginascrs or MIP, the Tactical Air Command's test was an ovs=¢
. wnelling zucress. Berore the conclusion of the tirst vear of Lne
- test, the lAJ ie2adership was suftficientiy impressed with the

W results that they began 3 systematic expansion ot the Eroiram.

:} 2y othe end o (935, alwost every aspect ot base-tevel managem=zit
; seule e chanyged through MIP or MIF-like programs. Ey =hs Zin
"y Svdasion sp othe tess, 3ll TAC bases were included 1nn & command

[ frIn=Eorel program cailed TASHIP,
PJ .«  heooammsncstions: First, although the Lepartment ot Lercuss,
n “he Alr Foree, tne Tactical Air Command, and this paper concluced
f t MiP wasz successful through the testing phase, it wouid oe
’} 2 3 determine if MIP lives up to this eariy promise o
ke - Theretore, the Tactical Air Command’s MIF must be st

- B in three to tive years in order to provide a compl

e T t the program. second, the source documents avaii

N iz reseszcocn project 13ised the question or whether the i

i} pf.cesz an 3 3mall base with a small rural support commuricw

. SIaid ke 23 successiul as st 3 large base with a large 1nausti

* H.iZed support community. Unfortunateiy, tnere was insurricizi- r-
J documentation tu answer this question. Theretore, & sompeiotino
gl stady ot MiF at two bases ditrering in sicse, SUppoit comauni Tows,
'?: aisdsionz, etz., would contribute invaluabl, to the understandiig
';: Zrothe MOIF process.,
e
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Chapter Une

THE MIP CHALLENGE

SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS

This paper provides a historical review of the Tactical Air
Command (TAC) implementation of the Department of Defense (Dol
Model Installation Program (MIP) from its inception as a test
program to its acceptance as an operational Air Force management
program, As of January 1987, MIP has been the Air Force's m=ans
of implementing the DoD-sponsored program to create excellent
installations which could operate more effectively and effi-
ciently. The Air Force initially tested the concept and philo-
sophy of MIP in five major commands (MAJCOMs): the Tactical Air
Command, the Strategic Air Command, the Military Airlitt Command,
the Air Training Command, and the Pacific Air Forces. (4:1}

The Model Installation Program represents a dramatically
different approach to management as this paper will make evident.
[t is important to understand how the DoD, the Air Force, and )
specifically TAC transitioned from a highly centralized manags=-
ment system to one that gives local commanders more autonomy.
Since the program, on the whole, progressed smoothly from start
to finish, this study may be useful to those who may be tasked in
the future to implement a program as sweeping as MIP.

This study focuses on the implementation of the program at
the MAJCOM level. Further, this historical monograph concen-
trates on implementation procedures rather than a2 detailed analy-
sis of individual initiatjives. Major Mark R. Johnson in his
Managing Innovation In a Bureaucracy: A Case Study provides the
reader a technical analysis dealing with individual initiatives
(54:-->.,

Therefore, this paper tirst brietly examines the origins ot
the concept and philosophy underlying the program followed by a
historical and chronological study of TAC's implementation ot the
program during the years 1984, 1985 and 1986. This study con-
cludes with an analysis of the program’s success as measured
against the expectations of the originators, the TAC leadership,
and the installation commanders.

Due to time constraints for conducting this study, the
research has been limited primarily to source documents available
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‘:n irn <he srchives of the Air Forcs Historical!l Research u nter asnd
Oy source documents provided by AF/PRJA. The period under study is
o from November 13653 to December 139506.
{;.
o bt
?‘: UERIGINS OF THE MODEL INSTALLATI{ON PRUGRAHM
W)
Ko The Model Instajlation Program was the brain child ot Mr.
,“ﬁ Robert A, Stone. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Detense r1or
kj Manpower and Logistics. Mr. Stone was influenced by two sources,
e in Search ot Excellence by Thomas J. Peters and Robert H,
b W Wwaterman Jr., and a May 1983 study by Headquarters Air Force
.‘J Deputy Chier ot Statt tor Programs and Resources (AF/FPhy on
? \ installation management. (43l
)
o In S2arch of Excellence examines the mansgement practices or
. 2rica’s best-run companies, while the AF/PR study provided the
.ﬁJ ir Force response to a 19582 memo trom Deputy Secretary or
,jq tense Carlucci directing on examination of the possibie use ot
&é civillian agency that would own and operate military instaiia
iv s wortld wide., tarl) Iin Search ot Excellence maintainesed thart
=r:12a’'s most successful and creative companies were those where
v dJezision authority was decentralized w0 the lowest
o . ible. The Air Force study maintained that the instasl
}S : mander must retain contro! of bLases Support tuncticns 11
{{ L e to maintain an etrective tighting torce. Mr. Zrtune
,?} 3 a means ot proving the value or decentraxi:a'xun and
Phanie rroviding the iocal commander authority commenzurate witn hisz, ners
; czzwcnzibiiities. (43:93) ’
WA
,\; idTENT OF THE MuDEL INSTALLATIUN PRUURANM
S
3 .

4 Stoene directed the (mplementation of a DLol-wide test or

A\

et voob din order to prove that excellent instaliaticons couid e Zre
-}é an=2 vty rinding better ways to manage and cperate instatiiationsz.
ﬂz Soo- The central teature of the program was toc remove Impoal
fg‘ nents tC thie jocal commander’s authority., tasiAtch 1o Thiz waz
ébj Léied wn tne premise that since the local commander 15 chorged
o wietioo wnx reesponsibility Lo manage and operate the instaitation,
T i conmmender should be the most knhnowledgeable ct the bect
”~ff metheds to schieve that end. Theretore, under MIF, the local

b& zzmmander would be encouraged to identity and request waivers tc
‘5 nigher echelon constraints which prevented erfrricient managoment
.Mg .! vase support tunctions. t8:-~)

,” irnoa 4 Jctober 1383 memorandum, Deputy Secretary or Detense
e rfaul Thayer invited the military departments to participate in 2
:?: three year test of MIF. The Air Force accepted this challenging
:H: gpportunity and designated test commands and bases on LY Nuuenber
;; Loz, Initially the Air Force designated three bases, one in

L -« =a-h ot three majour commandz, inciuding the Tactical Air command.
j& TwWs ML no jor commands were added, une in lLecember 1933 and the
A
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i
e .
) other in January 1984, bringing the test commands and bases to
i f five each. (4:1) TAC's base was to be Moody Air Force Base,
‘k; Georgia. (48:1)
RO
Even though the program’s intent was to remove constraints on
,f‘ the local commander’s ability to efficiently manage his installa-
'-{ tion, MIP had several limitations built into the program at Dol
ja . level. Initiatives couldn’t violate public law or the regula-
o tions of other Federal agencies. (52:--) Commanders would have
ﬂ\ to continue to comply with all existing labor agreements. Nei-
! 3 ther could MIP initiatives eliminate civilian positions. (48:2)
Ao
5fﬁ The new program received support from the highest DoD levels
; i in an attempt to overcome institutional opposition to change.
‘2? MIP was a direct challenge to the accepted pattern of centralized
¥ decision authority vested in higher headquarters. Deputy
Secretary of Defense William H. Taft anticipated that many local
{ commanders would want to exercise authority over some things
a 0 which were previously considered to be the prerogatives ot the
™ higher headquarters' staffs. Secretary Tatft also recogniczed that
,ft the MAJCOM staff agencies would probably resist giving up their
ty. authority to base commanders. Secretary Tatt urged the services
to give MIP and local commanders a chance to succeed by letting
‘r& them try new methods even though risks were involved. He argued
; i that the risks were affordable since only a small number of
. installations were involved. The goal was excellence and the

program assumed that the local commanders were capable and better
A informed on the local situation. Theretore, they should have the
' opportunity to show what they could do. (52:--) :
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: Chapter Two

o 1984--THE BEGINNING

3 SETTING THE TONE

The stage was set for the Tactical Air Command’'s participa-
tion in MIP. General William L., Creech, Commander, Tactical Air
Command, set the tone for TAC by directing his staff to "Work
this hard." (9:--) Air Force (AF/PR) transmitted its 15 November
1983 program guidance directly to test bases with information
copies to their major command headquarters. (48:1) Headquarters
TAC followed with the TAC MIP Plan on 29 December 1983 replete
with charts depicting the flow of MIP suggestions from Moody to
DoD. The Operations and Maintenance Division (HQ TAC/DEM) of
Engineering and Services was identified as the MAJCOM office of
primary responsibility (OPR) for the program. (6:3) Moody AFB.
the TAC test base, published their implementation plan on 1 Janu-
ary 1984, three days later than the TAC MIP Plan. (3:--) Both
plans reflected Air Force guidance with little change. The
three-day separation between publication of the TAC and Moody
e plans indicates that both were developed simultaneously based on
o AF/PR guidance.

s

“-i- L & id-"A

-

LS

The Air Force tasking message and subsequently the TAC MIP
Plan tasked the installation commander to create an excellent
installation. The commander was encouraged to identity and seek
relief from inhibiting and constraining policies. By so doing,
the commander could create an atmosphere which encouraged innova-
tion, and management flexibility. The goal was to turn the MIP
test base into one that effectively performed its defense mission
while creating a better working and living environment tfor Air
Force wmembers, families and DoD civilians. As an incentive tor
participation in the program, all savings created by MIP jdeas
were to be plowed back into the base to improve working and liv-
ing conditions. (48:2) One can argue that the installation com-
mander received the biggest incentive of all--the opportunity to
operate the installation with a greater measure of autonomy.
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An examination of Moody’'s {mplementation plan in detail pro-
vides a bench mark for measuring the evolution of TAC's MIP over
the 3-year test phase. In consonance with DoD guidance. the
w Moody plan restricted MIP application to Base Operating Support
. (BOS) functions of accounting and tinance, administration, budg-
eting, civil engineering, communication, contracting, data auto-
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mation, personnel, services, supply, transportation, and morale,
welfare and recreation. (3:2) All Moody base personnel were
encouraged to look for new and different methods to manage base
operating services more efticiently and economically. Operations
and maintenance functions were specifically proscribed from MIP.
(3:2) This did not preclude operations and maintenance units and
personnel from submitting MIP suggestions as long as the sugges-
tions dealt with targeted functions. (3:1-2)

In essence, Moody's MIP plan encouraged every person con-
nected with the base to become an efficiency innovator. Exper-
tise in a function was not a prerequisite for submitting an idea.
One had only to identify an existing policy which impeded local
application of more efficient or economical methods. The Moody
plan developed a simplitied format for the non-expert to use that
required two simple statements from the submitter: a statement of
their idea and how they thought it would save time, money, or
ctherwise be beneficial, and a statement of the anticipated sav-
ings. The MIP Project Office (347 TFW/RM) sent the suggzestion to
the appropriate functional agency for expert evaluation. The
evalueting =tatf agency could prevent implementation of the MIF
suggestion if the proposal did not have "potential." (3:5)

EARLY MIP IMPLEMENTATION

There was little documentation available in the Air Force
Historical Research Center of TAC or Moody's day-to-day: implemen-
tation efforts during the first part of 1984. However, the pro-
ceedings of the first Air Force MIP Commanders'’ Conference in
August 1984 provides ample coverage of the Air Force, TAC, and
Moody programs up to that time.

It is evident that Moody quickly adopted the MIP philosophy.
By the August 1984 MIP Commanders® Conference, Colonel Harold G.
Hermes, Commander, 347 Tactical Fighter Wing, could report that
over 81 proposals had been generated by base personnel. Sixty
required higher headgquarters action of which 26 had been
approved, 16 disapproved and 18 were still pending. Eleven ot
those disapproved were disapproved at DoD primarily due to legis-
lative restrictions. (49:5) Colonel Hermes reported that Moody
was using a committee system to limit bureaucracy and keep the
MIP process as simple as possible. Even so, tracking, evaluat-
ing, and forwarding MIP suggestions to higher headquarters cre-
ated a heavy administrative workload. The innovative use ot word
processing terminals linked telephonically between HQ TAC and
Moody provided real time communications which reduced the admini-
strative workload for that portion of the operation. (49:5)

While at the conference, the commanders of MIP test bases and
the major command representatives received "pep" talks from DoD
and Air Force leaders. General Larry D. Welch, the Air Force
Vice Chief of Staff set the tone of the conference: "If it's




ﬁ . possible and legal, try it." (47:--) General Welch then gave his

¢ g

?# "10 Precepts Underlying the Model I[nstallation Program":

AN l. Productivity is strongly enhanced by providing our
people a working and living environment that meets ocur

. highest protessional standards.

v

'$b Z. The installation commander has the direct, compel-

;ﬁ ling, unavoidable responsibility for the mission of his

e installation and is the highest level leader/manager who

L) directs his full, undivided attention to the special

bﬁ needs ot that installation.

>
Y
'f? 2. Nothing concentrates attention like that sole,

_ﬂ; unavoidable responsibility, :
4, Decentralized decision making at the lowest level

} g
;W\ that has the needed information produces better, more
u§5 motivated, more innovative operations.

A

e

b 3 S. Over the years, we have allowed bureaucratic layers
BRI of rules to grow to protect us from the risks of bad

. judgment.

¥

&,

: \ 6. The Secretary of the Air Force, Chiet of Staft, and
lf? the MAJCOM commanders have great faith ‘in the judgment
'\# of the people selected for senior leadership pocitions

: on our installations and are quite willing to take risks
3 associasted with progress.

e

‘o - . : N
sy 7. No one is more likely to be better qualified to
" decide what is the best for an installation than the
f: installation commander.

) 8. The tunction of higher headquarters’ review of
X . . s .

' waiver requests is to decide if they are legal and pos-
i ? zitle, not it they are good ideacs.

#‘,‘

¥ »

o 9. The function of the [headquarters] staff is to pro-
.Q'

ot vide resources and policies that facilitate the mission
Nt carried out on and from our installations.

K"

", . : .
:\A 10, Anyone who does not understand any of the above is
*\ part of the problem. (49:1)

L]
iy

. General Welch's "10 Precepts" let the major commands and the MIF
. commanders know that the Air Force was squarely behind this
ﬁk program and intended tor it to have every chance to succeed.
..I.

':2 The MIP Commanders’ Conference also addressed other matters
ui} that seemea to be bogging the program down, For example, the

0y contereesz discussed the need for more sharing of MIP information
(9. between the MIP test bases and the test major commands. Lieu-
o
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: tznant General Charles J. Cunningham, Jr., Deputy Chiet of Starf
: Frograms and Resources, stressed the need to share information
bm and told the MIP commanders that MIP was intended to be a coop-

\ . erative effort, not a contest., (49:Z2) Another example was the
" commanders' tear that guantifying savings achieved by their ini-
ﬁ@ tiatives would be used by budget and manpower stafts as excuses
;?q to cut manpower and dollar allocations., (49:7-8) The commanders
‘{} were reassured that their budgets would not reduced as a result
b of MIP initiatives. ©DoD and the Air Staff were firm in this
,') commitment. (439:8) However, Mr. James F. Boatright, Deputy
N Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations, Environ-
\?. ment and Satety, told the commanders that although the Air Force
:Q measurement of success was improved operations and environment,
q} 2n outsider would measure the program in dollars saved. (49:5)
o Major General Robert E. Messerli, Conference Chair, told the
conterees that it they didn't guantity the test program, =cmeone
Yo 2lse would. He also noted that documentation ot reinvested
xﬁﬁ savings at the installation would be very important. (49:7-5:
:ﬁ? in light of these revelations, one wonders whether the com-
M manders left the conterence with a feeling of contidence that
LAY their bases wouldn't lose resources because ot MIF.
Y The MIP commanders were concerned over the number or M{F
h propocals that had been disapproved or were pending at the Dol
;ﬂ. lavel. Many of the most promising MIP initiatives regquired
vy changes in public law in the area of contracting, procurement,
‘vn and funding tlexibility before they could be implemented. (4%:3:
' Dol ofticials assured the commanders they were working the prob-
A lem and circulated a working copy of their proposed legisiative
?; teiief package. (5:1) The commanders were cautioned that there
A} would be no gquick solution to this problem. (az:9:
b
Ca]
\ GROWTH OF A MIP BUREAUCRACY
¥
*f The MIP Commanders® Conterence also provided evidence ot
fq; Mir's budding bureaucracy. Any program, especially one as coa-
¥ piex as MIF, requires personnel to administer the program
o according to szome system of rules. The bureaucracy was impos.=d
on the iF trom the top. For example, the 7Z-hour turnarcound
xn time for MIP proposal evaluation was included in the initiai Louv
5 guidance. The 72Z-hour statfing suspense had not been explicitly
o inciuded in TAC's December 1383 plan. Nor was it in Moody's
:‘r plan, although it could be argued that the suspense was not
W intended for the base level as they were the originators ot pro-
[ @.. posals. General Welch made it clear to the Air Staft, the major
- command representatives, and the MIP commanders that al! review
e levels would adhere to the 7Z-hour suspense, He also laid down
TN what would become another commandment of MIP--only a directorate
::: level genersal otficer could disapprove a proposal. (49:>2)
(ﬂ; : Shortly atter the MIP Commanders’ Conference. General Weich
e published a succinct, one page summary ot current Air Force
2
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guidance. Procedures for submitting proposals, now being called
requests tor waivers, were contained in three short paragraphs.
Each review level!l would forward requests for waivers through the
chain ot command to the level having waiver authority. The
orrice with waiver authority must act on the request within 72
hours by either approving the request or recommending disap-
proval through a directorate level general ofticer. (44:Atch 1o
Une new twist had been added to the procedures. Unce a waiver
had been granted for one MIP base, other MIP bases could impie-
ment the initiative with the approval of their major command.
The guidelines also prescribed a semiannual report providing an
assessment of savings tor each initiative to include 2 statement
ot how the funds or man-hours were reinvested. (44:Atch 1)

juncture, HU TAC appeared to be merely passing on
Air Force guidance to Moody AFE without modification. Thers =z
no evidence in the documentation that they updated their
Dzcember 1382 plan to include the new initiatives contained in
the latest guidance from Air Force. This does not preclude the
possibility that guidance was being passed down to Moody via tne
comnunicating word processing terminals previously mentioned.

At this

PROGRAM EVALUATION

The LoD MIF Conference, held ZZ-Z4 Uctober 139Ba, revealesc
at the Air Force was the only military service requiring any
rt of evaluation and reporting. The Dol had no plans to
quire evaluation or reports, but would continue to evaluate
cgram etfectiveness by conducting biennial visits to each test

stallation. Their position was that the instaliation com-
mander was in the best position to evaluate program ettective-
ness., (S However, the Air Force had al.=zaay taiten the jposi-
tivcn that it the program wasn't quantified and cocumentea in
figuse, sumeone else would do it. Even thorgh the Air Force saw
the need for measuring the program to determine ettectivenesc,
no tormai criteria for evaluation was established. Utner than
the guidelines discussed warlier, method:s and criteria r1or eval-
vation were Jeft in the hands or the MIP commander. However,
Air Force commanders were cautioned not tc cverstate the bene-
fits of savings or reinvestment. (4ag:3)

RESISTANCE TO Mibk

A reading of General Welch's "10 Precepts Underlying the
Model Installation Program" (quoted earlier) makes it apparent
that he was aiming his salvo at resistance to MIP in higher
headquarters statts. Although there is no open washing ot dirty
linen anywhere in the record, it is quite easy to see trom
statements like those ot General Welch that MIP instaliation
commanders were running into road blocks put up by the starfts,
ragrly general Cunningham identitied the problem as "poockets ot
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inertia and resistance that must be overcome." (47:1) This was
a new program that struck at the heart of over centralized
authority at headquarters. General Welch's program guidance
was targeted to combat bureaucratic resistance. First, the
limitation that only a directorate level general officer could
disapprove 3 request for waivers prevented a low level statr
functionary from killing an initiative. Secondly, the 72-hour
turnaround suspense rule negated the bureaucratic tactics of
stalling or stonewalling a MIP initiative. t(4a4:Atch 1)

THE MIP PROCESS MATURES

As the first year of MIP drew to a close, there were defi-
nite signs that the program had progressed trom a tentative test
program to a program producing results which pleased the Air
Statf and the major commands. The Air Force leadership had
already expanded the scope of the program beyond the DoD guide-

lines. For example, initiatives approved for any Air Force test
base could be immediately adopted for implementation at any ot
the other test bases if approved by the parent command. Now,

this was taken one step further. By the end ot the year., the
test bases only had to notify their major command MIP ofrices
that they intended to implement a crossfeed initiative. The

ma jor command had to do two things to stop their MIP bas= from
implementing a crossfeed initiative. First, they had to come on
line and prohibit the base from implementing the initiative.
Second, they had to notify AF/PR fthat they were electing not to
allow their test base to implement the crossteed initiative.
(44:Atch 1) Further indication that Air Force leadership was
pleased with MIP can be found in the decision to spread the
dividends reaped from MIP to air bases all over the waorld.

Those initiatives which demonstrate merit would be evaiuated tor
immediate Air Force-wide implementation without waiting tor the
conclusion of the 3-year test period. Likewise, it was deter-
mined that changes to regulations did not have to wait for the
end of the test. (44:Atch 1)

PROGRAM EXPANSION

The Tactical Air ommand was pleased with the recults ot MIiP
at Moody AFB. They decided to expand the program within TAC.
They were only authorized one test base at this time so they
employed a rather innovative tactic. Moody became the test-bed
base for all of TAC. Ideas could be submitted from any TAC base
through the TAC MIP office. They would be forwarded to Moody
AFB. The 347 TFW would evaluate the suggestion for applica-
bility to their situation. lf they liked the initiative, Moody
would submit a MIP waiver request to implement the idea. It the
initiative was successful and the waiver authority was under
TAC's jurisdiction, TAC could approve the initiative for
command-wide implementation. (39:2)
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v ) 1985-~-The Year of Expansion
13 ‘. '..:
B -.;-
!.? LANGLEY AFB ADDED
t 24':
0% The Tactical Air Command was not the oniy organization push-
ing the expansion of MIF as 1984 drew to a close. The Air Force
?;’ MIP oversight office was also preparing to expand the MIP test
:r program in the coming year. On the 4th ot December, the Air
' Force ofrered the test commands the opportunity to select an
dditional base to test MIP implementation. By the luth ot
e

mber, TAC had opted to participate in tnis latest round ot
Kpansicon. (1l:l)

"'
'. »
:&;. The Tactical Air Command selected Langley as the newest TAC
\9? MIF base ror several reasons, not the legast being the reeling
PO
P that it was ". . .only titting that the oldest, continuously
s
3y
4.-
‘5{ Langley AFE Moody AFB
e
TS
;-5:: Mission - HQ MAJCUM + - HQ Fighter Wing
o Fighter Wing
) - Multi-aircroatt - Single sircratt
A
13% Ease
ﬁﬂa Pcpulation - 10,000 - 3,700
oy
]
] Civilian - Large Metro- - Smaller Town
Community politan Area
:'J - Highly - Rural
A Industrialized
Kt
'ﬁ& Budget
1% -0uMe - $78,900, 000 - $39,800,000
v -MFH#=» - ¢10,000,000 - $1,000,000
-'.,\
N » Uperational and Maintenance, FY84
) % Military Family Housing, FYS4
N
f
A%
a
{1 Table 1. Langley/Moody Comparison
Y (11:1-2)
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< iRErating bsss in the Air Forzse be ussd as a model o

A; cthers. o o 0" ilel However, Langley was also selected

» vecause it ofrered many contrasts tg the operating environment
f" <t Mcody. The TAC MIP otfrice rtelt the diversity between Moody
' ) and Langley shouid generate ditt=rent types of proposals vesause
N ! their ditrerent vperating environments. They supported their
}t seiection or Langiey by providing AF/PRJ the abuve comparative
N Statistics tor Langley and Moody. As Oone can see {rom a3n &xami
}: nation of Table 1, the environments of Moody and Langley were

;‘ Jitterent in nearly every aspect. The two bases provided a wide
. range ot potential probiems to solve with a variety ot dirrerent
e pcssible solutions,

0}
&
?’ MiP 15 EXAPANLED CSuMMAND WILE 1
2 in a February 135% letter citing improvements in productiv
K- ity, Cust and man-hour savings, and morale, Brigadier denerali

,? oy M. aoodwin, TAC Deputy Chier of Staft, Engineering and sSer-
5 +i{z23, announced a new TAC policy to expand the benerit:z op HiF
L throughout thne Tactical Alr Command., (17:--. Ine expres:zed
2 purpose ot this phase 5t expansion was to show thet other AL
g tazes couid also ovenefit trom MIF. (Z25:--) He asked Moasdv ango l
:*: the neadguarters stafr to review all proposals which haed been
- approved tor implementation and to recommend those proposais

.}’ which could be employed on a wider scale. Langley was not asied
. vt participate because it had not been a MIP base long enougn ti
b provide valid test results, The recommendations were to be 1n
- “nresw categories first, those which could be implementzd Tal
,{f wide with only HQ TAC approval required; second, thoce propeszis
{}{ wnizch could be inplemented TAC wide but required Alr Start ol
& cther agency approval prior to command-wide implementaricng i
:;- tinaily,. those proposals which couid be {mplemented Alr Foios

) “icge but must go to Alr Statf or other agency tor approvei.
s L7r-- G2neral Goodwin felt that the sooner TA. could sprzed

. tre MIF concept and philosophy throughcocut the commana, the
L:: fazter they would zee results. (lei--)

>
:.? it i=s historiceliy signiricant to note at this point that

& igistizs nad aiso been brought under a MIF-lile program duiing
i reourvery L2385, The ptogram was called the Logistics kExcesience
:} rruogram «LEF: under thne auspices of HQ USAF logistics statr anug
N wasg estricted to the F-16 and C-130 weapon systems. Aithouzh

: LeP is not the subject of this historical monograph, the 1api=-
N mentation or LEF Is important because it demonstrates how wide-
Y spread and expanding the intluence of MIP had become. Mot oni.
poA was LEF modeled on MIF, but the LEP implementing document cied

N ited MIF with demonstrating that people ot the local leve.: were
,:J & valuable source of good ideas. The expressed hope or LkPF wos
- ty capitaiize on the ideas of Air Force people at the working

o level to improve logistic support in the same manner as MIF was

improving base operating support. (32:1-2)
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) In mid March, TAC again expanded the scope of MIF, Until
ALY that time, the main focus of MIP had been restricted to base
ﬁ& operating support areas. As of 12 March, this was changed to
;. include the operations side of the house at Moody and Langley.
v For the remaining period of the DoD test period, MIP would be

’: broadened to include most of operations. The following areas

e were put off limits to changes through MIP: UTE rates/flying
ugi hour program, combat readiness reporting, minimum standards tor
o "level~A” mission readiness training, and inspection criteria.
C) Success of the operations MIP would be measured against
N increased combat capability, improved training, quality or lite,
}‘ and aircrew retention. (2:1-2) The expansion of MIP into the
}“~ operations area at Langley and Moody (and into the logistics
Y area, even though it was a separate program from MIP) brought
h“ nearly all aspects of base-level activities under the MIP

umbrella.

:J The expansion of MIP was in accord with the Reagan Adminis-
?. tration’s programs for increasing governmental efficiency. As
nwﬁ TAC expanded MIP to the operations area at Langley and Mouody,
Wy MIP received added impetus for expansion in the form ot a memo-
{" randum from President Reagan. Citing his commitment to reduczing
e the size, cost and inefficiency of government, he urged the
{}' heads ot executive departments and agencies to increase their
'}; efforts to improve management effectiveness. (53:2) VLieutenant
o General Robert H. Reed, Assistant Vice Chief ot the Air Foarce,
b forwarded the White House memorandum, with an endorsement from
r Secretary of the Air Force, to the commanders of all major com-
:{. mands, separate operating agencies, and direct reporting units.
K0 General Reed tasked those senior Air rorce leaders to increase
::: their etforts where the quality of performance could be
.:i improved. (50:--)
‘; Expansion was next manifested in June 1985, Major General
" Michael J. Dugan, the TAC Deputy Chief of Stafft, Uperations

ﬁ (TAC/DU), informally expanded MIP for the operations area trom
jﬁ just Langley and Moody to all active duty TAC wings. While
i)} Langley and Moody remained the formal MIP bases, i.e., those
‘jj under the DoD-sponsored program, all TAC active duty bases could
® now submit MIP propocals in the operations arena. (36:--) This
Oy command-wide expansion iteration is unlike the command-wide
(WJ expansion noted at the conclusion of Chapter Two. In that first
%& round of expansion, the TAC bases and personnel were encouraged
;Va to submit proposals which could be tried out at Moody, then the

only MIP base. Under this latest expansion, each base could

9. submit operational proposals for implementation at its base.
(R They didn't have to be tested at the approved MIP base. This
'\* "informal” command-wide expansion of MIP in the operational area
v:: only applied to proposals over which HQ TAC had approval author-
\: ity. Proposals for which HQ USAF or other higher agency
h‘ approval was necessary would still have to be forwarded by one

. o ot the "formal” MIP bases. Under this operations version ot
kﬂ MIP, any TAC command level! could approve an operations MIP
ot
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proposal if within its authority, but only the TAC vice com-
mander could disapprove an operations MIP initiative. (37:--)

Although not supported by direct evidence in the source
documentes available, the informal expansion of the MIP idea
command wide may have been based on good intelligence on what
would soon be coming down from the Pentagon. On 8 May 15985 a
joint memorandum over the signatures of Verne Orr, Secretary of
the Air Force, and General Charles A. Gabriel, Air Force Chiet
of Staff, encouraged the major commands and separate operating
agencies to expand the MIP concept ". . .as a normal way ot
doing business.” (43:--) The commander of TAC, General Robert
D. Russ, challenged his subordinate commanders to implement M[P
philosophy at all TAC bases in a letter dated 17 June [985, just
four days after Major General Dugan, TAC/DO, implemented the
informal command-wide MIP for the operations area. (36:--)

A close reading of Secretary Orr and General Gabriel’s memo-
randum provides evidence that the Air Force had become guite
impressed with the potential benefits of MIP. They were ready
to implement the concept throughout the Air Force without wait-
ing tor the completion of the "formal"™ DoD program test period.
Secretary Urr and General Gabriel said the program had thus tar
proven that commanders could and would operate their bases bet-
ter when relieved from restrictive regulations. Under MIFP, when
commanders were given the authority to run their day-to-day
business, they did so efficiently and far more innovatively.

The memorandum also pointed out that over 60 percent of MIP
initiatives had been within the approval authority of the major
commands or their subordinate commands. (43:--) Clearly, within
the Air Force the ability and will existed to implement MIP
regardless of the outcome of the DoD test program. Secretary
Jrr and General Gabriel left no doubt about where they stood on
the issue:

.our greatest gains will come from instilling atti-
tudes and mindset derived from this test (of MIP]
throughout the Air Force. The former can be done by
changing directives and sharing the innovative ideas,
but the latter and more important task is the responsi-
bility of every commander in the chain. Caommanders are
encouraged to take charge, use all the authority avail-
able to them, demand relief from stifling over regula-
tion, and exercise the innovative spirit of the Model
Installation Program. (43:--)

THE MIP BUREAUCRACY ALSU EXPANDS

The expansion of MIP was beginning to overwhelm the TAC
staft’'s ability to keep up with the influx of new initiatives.
The tact that TAC statf was not able tu maintain the Dol man-
dated 72-hour turnaround on all staff reviews provided clear

13
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NS e2vidence of this trend. (26:--) The intormal inclusion or cper-
- ations area, the Logistics Excellence Program, and the requirte-
A, ment to review and nominate propusals tor TAC-wide or Alr Force-
{ wide implementation had all combined to slow the average turn-
I around time ror 5 proposzal to 5.5 days during the month or June.
;ﬁ i General russ re-emphasized the need to maintain tne

1} t3st respunse to MIP regquests. (Zo:tatch 1) With the expansion
#: ot MiF to all TAC bases, the workload of the statf was expected
fn T3 iIncrease even more. Even so, General Russ wanted the 7. -hour

3oail met and encouraged his staff to put more emphasis on MiF.
Zg:Atch 1) Beginning in July, General Russ required a monthly

-

LA
c
3
[vl
w
t
m
C
=S

t how well the staff was me=ting the 7Z-hour goal.
A (T
’
Wy The magnitude ot the MIF program in TAC required a3 bette:
way to handle the workload. On 16 July 1985, the Model Inztal
[ laticon Program Review UOrganization (MIP PRO) was establizheud
s wnder the auspices of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Enginesering
_H and Services. Oversight ot the MIP PRU remained in TAC/LDEMG,
fj with Lieutenant Colonetl Walter J. Biack as the chairperzon.
o~ cach TAC staff sgency had & representative on the MIF FPRC.
® vewi--  The broad mandate or the working group was to coordi-
o na~e and integrate all aspects ot MIP management. (54~
ra
:; The MIF PRO held its first meeting on 19 July 193¢, The
Fs aemiters decided to meet weekly to act 335 & steering group to
.4‘ res3oive contlicts between the formal Dol MIP and the intormol
! AC MIF. Thelr objectives were to approve more waivers and t3
e iz it faster than the statff had yet been able to do. They wouid
}: 2ice attempt to keep the approval authority lines c¢lear and
:} 2nsure that uniform guidance was provided to all non-MiF bas=z-.
-Nj cineli,, &li walvers which exceeded the T2-hour turnaround wo s, 2
>, regolire written justification which would be briefed monthi, %o
thie Zongnarder. (Z2S:i12 Some ot the members of newly tormed Mifk
,}; FRL iater 2xpressed concern over the growth of the program a:0.d
u:\ tre 1 os3ibility that they might become part ot the problem
df tatezr thoan the solution by forcing a 7Z-hour turnarcunag desgises
’ Lhe Toapiexity of the walver request being considered., «if:.
o
) cre MIE PRU alsu made s3o0me administrative and procedura
bl ;nsug?s Lo MIPvpzuuesaing in %he headquartefs. They qecided
W “hat Miady would no longer enjoy the convenience of direct com
b& suni.ations with TAC/DEMG via the word processors linked betwesn
d Moody and TAL. Moody would have to use standard message tratii:
! cin= 3., other bases. The MIP PRU cited simplitication orf the
9. woLlvel frozes: and reduction of statf workload as justiticaticon
;f o bl choangw tut did not elaborate how these benefits were to
o SE oalnie.ed,  IZ:ily To cope with the increase in workiuvad,
;: A0 LEMS rejuested two additional personnel, 3 management 2s3is
- tant 31 d 3 _aerk typist. (25:--) In addition to personnei, they
s sttsineed 5 Zendith I 100 amicrocomputer tor tracking MIP waiverz.
. i'
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_ﬁ The 2 August 1935 meeting of the MIP PRU found them stili
;;ﬁ trving to tormalize procedures. The members were split over
N Wwhether to regquire each base to establish a MIP office. Those
{‘ in raver or requiring a MIP ottice at each base cited the ne=a
s ) ror one point ot contact tor the TAC staff and =ase of gothering
. dJata. Those against base level MIP otfices cited bureaucratic
‘$: tayering (tan additional review ievel) and the ract that the
"jx insrtallation commander should know how to coordinate the waiver
': wessage before reieasing it to TAC. (19:1-2 'he controversy
‘ was settled when the TAC vice commander decided not to require
5 bases to set up a MIP office. (Z0:1) This decision was in the
h gpirit ot leaving decisions to the local commander rather thin
\ﬁ tne wancate of the headquarters start,
E@
' TAUMIP INTRULUCEL
¥ e
N MIP PRU wrestled with the conrusion created by the Issx
S e 2t the tormal DoD MIF and the intormal TAC MIF. £y
:: theisz 15 August 1385 meeting, they had decided to rormaiize the
;: ntorwmad TAY MIP progrem and chriztened it the Tacticail Al
b Stasnand Model Instaliation Program, or TACHIF. The acronvm Mt
- sou.d o te rezerved tor ail things pertaining to thne tormezi Dol
:Q LF &nlie the new term TAUMIFP would replace the ciumsy, "initocras,
ﬂt TeC MiELT fThe minutes ct that meeting also set agown the uvbiers
;: tives or the TACMIP:
b~
v . Tou encourage TAC's wing commnanders and base person-
‘\_ n2i "o seek waiver relief where needed.
kL |
K=" s, Tz =ncourage HGW TAC personnel to support TACHMIP
’2. t€44e2t3 that have merit.
‘) . e zuntine tests of ideas that have potentisl Alr
Force-wide appliczation to the ofticial model bases. It
.f “he MIP bazes don't want to test an idea, the regues:
’ zan be rorwarded through lines to the Air Force.
" . .
2 d. TACHMIF requests tor waivers in arxecF [lsici at
fMoudy or Langzleys, AFEs which require HQ USAF approval
i zhould bLe worled through tunctional lines. (2le- -
>
*; 2 3 Zeptemoer 1385, Major General James G, Jones, TAC Jhnier
;: ot Statt, sent a letter to all TAC iInsztallaticn commanders
? announcing advent ot TACMIP, Although deneral Russ had encour-
‘: 2ged the commanders to adopt the concept and philosophy ot MiF in
3 June, the MIP FRO took until September to get a program into tne
" tield., fSGeneral Jones cautioned the commanders not to conruse
: JACMIP with the Dol MIP even though they were very simitar. Trie
R ietrer cutlined the ditferences between the two programs, and
W provided as attachments a2 flow chart for TACMIP waiver request:,
2 control number exsmplie, 3 sample request tormaet, and « listing
o& 2t the MIF FR2 memberz. (1l0:--» Finally, every TAI inztallation
)
’.
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<\¢ commande: had the tools needed to get his or her base involved in
§¢| trie M!F experience.

- =neral Jones' caution to the commandersz not tu confuse MlrE

. avnd TAIMIP was prophetic. Luring thne Alr Force Model Instaila-
'ﬁﬁ ' Frogram Commanders' Conterence held £-¢ MNovember 192t, Hu
e id the maijor command MIP propusals should not be iinked to
;xi The apinutes state that the major command programs

B, Nt specitic command-sponsured initiatives that are pbeyond

se of MIF.™ (a45%:2) They also imposed a further restric

N major command programs by requicing all MIP initiatives
"£3 \ ed 3t the installation making the request. (45:1 This
ION testriction directly impacted TACMIP's third objective :zee c
.:: sucve! to test initistives trom non-MIP bases a3t Moody or Langilie
%fk whan those initiavwives required Air Force or higher approval.
o MIP_PRU ASZESSHMENT BRIEFING
SN
X Ao MNovenber 122%, shortly after the MIP Commanders® Con-
ﬂ? terence, Lieutenant Colouneil Blacw, MIP PRUO Chairperson, presentzd
Y A x3sessasnt wrisring to the TAl leadersnip, the first compre-
‘xﬁ nersive e oat MIF zince its beginning in January 1344, The
N tiiEting presented some very interesting comparative statistics.
‘ﬂﬁ F.r irztance, Alr Force participation in MIP was tar greater then
\ﬁ ey sist2r services In number orf proposals submitted and the
i? Tumber Fpproved for implementation. The Alir Force had submitted
v agp:iximacely 1300 propusals since January 1934 Wwith an approval
\\_ tcr MIF initistives =t 37 percent. The Air Force's closest
;f- N *itur was the Armyv with approximately 1000 submnizsions with
jﬁ: : x 50 perzent spproval rate. The Marines and Havy weren':t
T Z.2n Lo o3e with about 30U and LU0 respectively. Ioi7 Walver
:2: i pIoval peflentage at HEU TAC was 98 percent. Lieutenant coton=zi
z,azy 2r2dited Alr Forzce and TAC': achievements to the nign level
e =y i.x3{s trom senior lesdership. 122:6)
s
?{ AlwWeer, twhe briefing atzso ldentiried two probtems in the
ﬁ? TAUt: progranm, First, TACHMIF suttered trom low participation,
EE - , 3oouut 22 preoposals trom all non-MIP bases. Thiz slow star:
i w3z oactributed to the delay in getting the program instructions
\4; Pnns o the tisld. Lieutenant Colonel Black gave ciredit to the
‘*? perationz: community tor getfrting the baze-jevel operaticns unitz
:: invoived Iin MIF by June 132%, long bercre the MIF PRO got the
vQ' TECMIP prugram tormalized and into the rield in Septembes 132t
_*m CZerlzo The second probliem concerned lack of participartion by
9. =rilizsred personnel. The tollowing table contrasts the percentage
o o zubmissicns versus the category of submitters. The "Uthers”
jﬁ represzent "piggy-back” requests, those where & base wanted to

iapiement a MIP initiative already approved tor another base.

f ~'

2

.Jﬁ Table - clearly shows that the very population considered by
D.. nary %2 be the backbone of the Air Force, the noncommissioned

ol i, waz not fubmitting a representative share ot the
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o
P
'zi Submissions Population
L 0%

P Dificer 29% 9%
ot NCO 24% 42%

";',s Airman 2% 34%

'

;& Civilian 37% 15%

o0
iy Other 8% --

A
X
< Table 2. MIP Submissions Versus
h ok Submitting Population, Moody AFB

(33:9)

L
w:

! b MIF proposals. The NCOs are the people facing the day-to-day
e precblems--the first line supervisors who must make the Air Force
1A work., One would expect their submissions to be considerably

o higher. Even though young airmen lack experience and knowledge,
Sl their share of submissions was also considered to be far too low.
ﬁw In contrast to their numbers, TAC's civilian work force was par-
M ticipating in the program in numbers that far exceeded their
!55 percentage of the population.

) As a result of the assessment briefing, TAC closed out 198S,
ﬁa the Year of Expansion, by tasking the Public Affairs office to

? conduct a survey to determine how well informed TAC NCOs were
&xn about the Model Installation Program. The feeling at TAC head-
,Q quarters was that the enlisted force, and especially the NCO

et corps, was not tully aware ot MIP, its goals, or procedures.

) (13:--) To better publicize the program, the TAC vice commander
Vf also asked the MIP PRU to coume up with a slogan for TACMIP and
- ways to better advertise the program. (23.--)
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“ Chapter Four
"

Y 1986--THE FINAL TEST YEAR

SEEKING SUPPORT FOR TACMIP

D" The Tactical Air Command started off the year's efforts try-

(3¢ 3! ing to get more support for TACMIP from both the Air Staff and
the people in the field. First was an attempt to get the Air

?@ Starft to reverse its November 1985 decision that MAJCUM specific

&F programs such as TACMIP could not generate Air Force level MIP

iﬁ proposals. This decision effectively prevented all TAC bases

ebf except Langley and Moody from submitting waiver requests which

B! required Air Force approval. (46:2) On 2 January 1986, Brigadier

General Goodwin, TAC/DE, sent a letter to his counterpart on the
Air Staftf, Major General Clifford D. Wright, Jr., Director ot

‘fﬁ Engineering and Services. General Goodwin requested General

it

o Wright's assistance to get Air Staff action on TACMIP waivers.

Y

Tn General Goodwin argued that since TACMIP was philosophically the

. same as the DoD MIP, it should receive the same treatment and

.\ support as the DoD MIP. (14:--) General Goodwin was not success-
'gw: tul. As late as September 1986, the Air Staff published guidance
\ that major command programs ". . .should focus on actions avail-
able at that level [major command] and below. . . ."™ (45:1)

NN

;‘S} = A
s PN

The second effort was a media campaign to increase awareness

R of MIP in the field. One problem that surfaced was confusion
1 between the older Air Force Suggestion Program and the newer
B . Model Installation Program. Both programs are vehicles by which
ﬁb an individual could suggest better, cheaper, or more efticient
oy ways of doing business. The Suggestion Program paid the sug-
gestor a cash award for those proposals evaluated and implemented
S based on quantified savings. The MIP did not pay the suggestor a
{q monetary award. However, the procedures established for MIP
}Q enabled a proposal to be put into effect within days, not so tor
@._ a proposal submitted through the Suggestion Praogram. The solu-
Q?H tion to this problem was to encourage the suggestor to submit his
b or her proposal through both channels simultaneousiy. The MIP
,%; channels would get the proposal implemented faster with less
'{q{ chance of the proposal being disapproved. The Suggestion Program
{Q} would permit the suggestor to receive a monetary award based on
:p: the actual performance of the proposal. (41:1-2)
s
o The assumption that there was some confusion between the
’ﬂ; Suggestion Program and MIP was valid. The TAC vice commander had
g
e
o » 18
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tasked Public Affairs to conduct a survey at Moody and Langley to
determine why the number ot proposals submitted by the enlisted
force was so low. The results of the survey of personnel at
Moody and Langley showed that while the majority of the people
responding had heard of MIP, nearly a third of them thought it
was a special version of the Suggestion Program. (40:1) In com-
ments submitted with the survey, the respondents revealed that a
large number were unsure how to initiate a MIP proposal and they

telt more publicity was needed on what the program was intended
to do and how to use it. (40:2-3)

THE MIP PRO THREATENS MUTINY

Air Staft approval of TACMIP or enlisted participation were
not the issues of most concern to the MIP PRO members in May of
1986. They were displeased with the 72-hour turnaround, the
requirement to submit written justification for each late )
response, and the fact that the turnaround times and reasons tor
late responses were briefed to the vice commander monthly. They
had asked the vice commander to discontinue the report. Failing
that, they wanted extensions to the 72-hour suspense in special
cases where the proposal was being disapproved or it required
cross-tfunctional staffing. At the 21 May 1986 meeting of the MI!F
FRO, they were informed that the late reports would not be dis-
continued, nor did they obtain relief from the 72-hour suspense
for special cases. (31:1)

Instead, the MIP PRUO members received additional taskings
which caused considerable consternation at the meeting. They
were to identity their best (or only) MIP proposal at each
monthly MIP PRO meeting. The vice commander also wanted each MIF
PRO meeting to set monthly goals and to develop new ideas to
improve the program. These new taskings would be included in the
monthly briefing to General Goodwin. Lieutenant Colonel Black
suggested that one of the goals should be to have all TACMIP
bases submit at least one proposal before the next meeting. The
MIP PRU objected on the grounds ". . .that you can’t force people
to submit ideas."” (31:1) It is clear from the minutes that the
members feared the MIP PRO was in danger of becoming a "bean
counting"” bureaucracy. They felt the new guidelines torced them
to place more emphasis on what would be briefed to General
Goodwin rather than on the quality of the program.

MIP PRO ASSESSMENT BRIEF[NG

With the exception of the bureaucratic irritations troubling
the MIP PRO members, the summer of 1986 saw MIP and TACMIP admin-
istration settie into the routine of a maturing program. The MIP
PRO continued to publicize the program through TAC News Service
releases, regular inputs for commander’'s calls, and articles in
local newspapers. (29:27) The philosophy and procedures of MIP

19
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e and TACMIP were added to the curriculum of the TAC NCO academies
'iﬂ: and NCO leadership schools. (29:28)
ﬁf\‘\

Mg In August 1986, the MIP PRO gave what was to be its final
{ r‘ assessment briefing of the test phase. The MIP PRO rated all
O areas of MIP and TACMIP as satisfactory or better. The trouble-
:\i_ some area of response time was now rated outstanding, averaging
t?;5 less than three days since the September/October 1985 report.

RN (30:3, 12) The "levels of submissions” rating had improved trom
FA0N macginal in November 1985 to satisfactory. At Moody, the partic-
‘i)‘ ipation ot the NCOs had risen from 24 to 33 percent, but the
yvi airman percentage remained at two percent. (30:14) The levels of
g\: submissions at Langley were very close to those of Moody with the
%:4 NCO participation rate at 35 percent and an airman participation
R of two percent. (30:15) The demographic distribution of officers
® to enlisted at Langley and Moody was very similar. This indi-

_ cates the ettforts to reach the enlisted forces achieved similar
-'~5 results at both bases. TAC considered this level of participa-
&f tion satisfactory. (30:3)

.h.‘.i.

ﬁ; The growth of the program was rated satisfactory even though
W the number of proposals received from Moody and Langley were
. falling off. The number of proposal submitted had peaked at
$ﬁ: avout 60 per month in July of 1985 and then declined to arcund 30
b o, in December 1985. Submissions peaked again in January 1986 but
5C4¢ had fallen off again to about 30 per month in July 1986. (30:8/
}ﬂx- This falling trend should be expected as a .program of this type
ho matures. Early in the program, participants would find it easier
. to identify problem areas. As the program matures, the "easy"”
ff&: proposals would have been used up, thus requiring more thought
;}:} and research in later proposals. The satisfactory rating.

:da; despite falling submissions, recognizes that the "program meets
:63 nbjectives, (and] known problems are being resolved."™ (30:4)

)

o MIP GRADUATES

o

:Qﬁ On 17 September 1986, General Larry D. Weich, Air Force Chief
:bﬁ of Staff, announced the formal expansion of MIP to all Air Force
JShE comnands and separate operating agencies. This expansion was

, based on Deputy Secretary of Defense Taft's guidance to expand
fge the MIP management approach throughout the DoD under a program
": entitled the Graduate Program. General Welch declared that M!P
::x had proven that commanders would operate more efficiently and
Q,Q effectively when freed from overly restrictive regulation.

Ll (18:--)

©.»

fﬂf' On 19 September 1986, AF/PR released the tasking message

o establishing MIP Air Force wide effective 1 January 1987. The
'E; programs were to be major command and separate operating agency
Vit programs which were to focus on actions internal to the parent
) commands. Even though the new program focus was at the major
;‘: command level, the Air Staff agreed to continue to work those
'f"
0ot
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fjﬁ actions which would require approval at Air Force or higher. In
Pﬁ- tact, the Air Starf mandated procedures were similar in z2imcst
R all respects to those TAC had already established to administe:
;J‘ TACMIP., (a5:1»

%:' Since TAC already had procedures in place to administer the
?Q* MIP, they were able to implement the Graduate Program one wmonth
:?) early. 142:2) Both the DoD MIP and TACMIP were rolled inte one
:;* program under the acronym TACMIP. (12:--) Basically the only

B> adjustment they had to make to TACMIP was to change the disap-

f b proval authority for non-DoD MIP bases. Under the new TACMIF
'l program, only the vice commander could disapprove initiatives.
~§G vali g Previously, only Moody and Langley had enjoyed this high
4N level disapproval authority while all the TACHMIP initiatives

&31 could be disapproved by a deputy chief of statf. :_-Z:il: This

change was consistent with MIP philosophy and was reiteratea in
the AF/PR tasking message: "Make it easy tuv approve and dir-
- ticult to disapprove new ideas," (45:1)

e;ﬁ Effective | December 1986, the Dol experiment came Lo an end
fJN in TAC with the establishment of TACMIP as a management prog:aan
Y, encdorsed by DoD and HQ USAF.
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Chapter Five

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

ANALYSIS QOF MIP SUCCESS

What conclusion c¢can be drawn from a study of the Tacticai Air
Commnand’s participation in the 3-year test of the Dol Model
Installation Program: Obviously, the steady expansion ot the
program long before the conclusion of the test period indicate
the TAC leadership was impressed with the results produced. Ha
ever, did MIP really measure up to the early expsctations for the
program. Deputy Secretary Tatt expected at least three benctits
tiom the program:

3

Better ways to ocperate bases will develop and
ead;

[

@ o
s

J
=38

.

{2Z] Counter-productive or wasteful regulations will be
identitied and purged;

{21 The general merit of giving commanders more
authority to go along with their heavy responsibilities

will be demonstrated. Els--)

he TAC program atfirmed each of these expectations. Unce given
the latitude, the installation commanders were able to expinit
trne wealth of knowledge and the genius for innovation residing in
their commands'® most valuable resocurce--peocple.

fhe test validated Deputy Secretary Taft's prediction that

iozally developed MIP idesas would spread. As of August 1285
assessment briefing, TAC had generated 237 proposals which had
teen approved for Air Force-wide implementation. (30:18!

Changes to regulations ranged from eliminating bureaucratic
nonsense to changes resulting in large dollar savings. For exam-
ple, Moody submitted a waiver to a TAC reguiation which required
mobility bags to be numbered and stored sequentially. The old
procedure required more than 500 man-hours to sort through the
bags and return them to storage following each exercise, The MIP
initiative suggested the bags be color coded according to con-
tents. The bags could then be stored based on the color code,
eliminating the need for sequential sorting. The new method
reduced the time required to return the bags to storage by 4€0
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man-hours. (32:12s This example alzgo confirmed the expectation
that a local commander and his people can better and more ertij-
ciently operate a base than can a higher headquarters statr., U
wonders why the cpecific method for storing mobility bags was
ever decided by a headquarters statt ofticer?

Another example, this one dealing with dolilar savings, was
the collocation of the communications center and data autowmatic
center at Moody AFB. This idea saved over $300,000 and tnree

manpower slots by moving the new cuommunications equipment in wit

data automation instead of building a new wing on the communica
tion center. This idea also permitted upgrading the communica-

-

tions gear three years sooner than the original project. (32:l4:

However, the most significant benetit of MIP was the return

ne

n

h

]

ot authority to local commanders commensurate with their respon-

sibilities. Uver the years, authority for base level deci=szions
had been elevated and centralized in higher headgquarters. It

standardizaticon is assumed to be the impetus tor centralization
then one must ask what is standard about Moody and Langley's
osperational and community environments? Table ! grephically
iliustrates many, but not all, of the ditferences between Moody,
and Langley. kirtland AFB provides a3n example of what a <owm-
nander can do when relieved from overly restrictive reguiations
Lzruland needed a3 new electronic printing system. Trhey receive

a waiver to lease, with option to buy, from a local source. Th
rnew system produced annual savings of $15€,330,.increassed produ
tivity, provided a better product, and consolidated all base
computer hard-copy generation into a single location., (4J:Atch

@33 stories of this nature prompted the TAC iegadershiyp
«panding the program long before the conclusion oif the [
se
ri

T

. (17:--3 The continual and incremental expansion thn
cterized the program within TAC clearly indicated that the
an met or exceeded the expectation of the TACT leadership.
The prougram received high level support at every juncture. In
%, the rapid growth and success of the program could not haow
ceen sucuesstul without support of the TAT commander and hiz hi

UJzing basebell metaphorsg, Colonel Robert . Gisz=zon,
Commander, lst Tactical Wing, Langley AFB, summed up tneg progra
trom the local commander's point ot view. While the program 2t
Lang‘ey had not yet produced a "home run™ MIP by August L1l33c, ¢t

"singles"” and "doubles" were adding up to big savings in dollzr
and man-hours. He was pleased with the program not only becau:
ot the tangible benetits produced, but also because MIF was
allowing his people to work ". . .better and smarter, and gives
them the feeling of being in contral.”™ (l:1)

t

The fact that Langley was only able to score "singles" and

il

(il

. "doubles"” is the result of the only major limitation to thne pro-

gram. The problem was lack of legislative reliet, primariiy in
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the areas of procurement authority and funding flexibility. From
the earliest days ouf the program, violation of public law or
other agency regulations had been strictly prohibited. (5Z:--.

As early 2s the Uctober 1984 Dol Model Installation Program CTon-
terence, legislative relief was seen as a major impediment to

& schieving the tull potential ot MIP. As late as May 19586, in a

-, report to President Reagan’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Detenze
tﬁQ Management the Defense Department reported that federal lawsz.
:'% Cangressional direction, the appropriations structure, federal

o= agency regulations, and even Defense regulations restricted the
‘,)‘ treedom of installation commanders to operate efficiently.
,'2 (51:5-6) By in large, the situation was unchanged st the close
A ot the test phase in December 1936.

. -

'.'_p;
W LESSONS LEARNED
{ In spite of the lack of relief from tederal laws and regula-
::- tions, MIP was a success in the Tactical Air Command. What we:e
'ﬁt the ilessons learned that so quichkly and firmly committed TAU to
Oy e2xpanding the grogram throughout the command? First and tcocremost
e nad to ke the benefits gained by freeing the local commander rrum
e overly restrictive regulations. When authority commenzurate with
iy responzibilities was returned to the local commanders, they were
¢:& able to exploit the creativity and enthusiasm ot the people in
*uj the work places. The MIP test validated the concept that the

.:J . installation commander is in the best position to know the most
hia efficient and effective way to operate a base. (52:3)
R o
: 1y Another lesson learned was that the base could rind better
:ﬁx Jeals when allowed to shup for goods and services where they
ﬁa chose. The case of the electronic printing equipment purchassd
:\l' by Kirtland AFB cited above is just such a case. Additicnal iy,
e the fact that a base could retain tunds saved and reinvest those
~3 funds to improve base working and living conditionzs proved to Le
gﬁ: a valuable incentive measure for the program. (51:4)
R
hh RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
vl This paper records the history ot the Model Instailation
gﬂ. Program 3-year test program in the Tactical Air Command. Une can

ke torgiven for harboring the thought that approval ot the

rﬁ pcogram in TAC was a foregone conclusion even before the test
?94 program started. The program was rapidly expanded throughout the
- command long before the test phase was concluded. When the
b Graduate Program expanded MIP to all Air Force commands, the TAY
f‘j program required only minor adjustments. The Tactical Air

04% Command was already fully participating in MIP.

"

&$; The Department of Defense, the Air Force, the Tactical Air

h Command, and this paper conclude that the test was a resounding
;.9 succeess. However, it would be worthwhile to look at TACMIP again
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in three to five years to determine if it lives up to its early
promise.

Another area ot promising research would be a compariszon ot
MIF initiatives rrom two bases such as Moody and Langley. id
their divergent missions, size, and supporting communities (Table
I above) produce radically different MIP initiatives as one wouid
imagine?

Regardless of the final ocutcome, MIP represents a bold
attempt to bring efficiency and excellence to a department of the
federal executive branch. If it proves to be the success in the
Department of Defense that it appears to be, it could very well
te applied with equal success to tederal, state, and local
governmental institutions.




" N ETAIN TN T Ml a T TR T TTTEn et rgrsw . T e u WU e W s N Ne N E TN ST T W —_— — —
W *_2‘5 ]
s0g
.
M :j
P,
N
!
"
:::l 3
AN BIBLIUGEAPHY
‘
;'}:.0'
f?' A. REFERENCEs CITED
I'C
g A
T Utricial Documents
o L. US Department ot the Air Force: HQ lst Tactical Fighter
Wing CQCo. "Mode!l Installation Program Semiannual
: Report, | July 19385 - 31 December 1985," report. Langley
f* Air Force Base, Virginia, 1 August 19E6.
%
»,
;f - U5 Department or the Air Force: HQ 12th Air Force (Du:.
h" "Model Installation Program (MIF)," message O.1915Z May
‘} 35, Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas, Z May 13o%.
§? Z. US Department of the Air Force: HW 347th Tactical Fighter
‘: Wing (C<o. "Moody Installation Frogram," unnumbered
Jﬁ: plan. Moody Air Force Base, Georgia, 1 Janusry 1984,
D> ‘
habty 4, U5 Department of the Air Force: HQ Air Training Command
2y (XFPXP). "Model Installation Program," point pager.
»?ﬁ Randolph Air Force Base, Texas, 5 June 1934.
;xﬁ <. U5 Department of the Air Force: HQ Air Training Commanc
13& (XPXP). "Report of Temporary Duty Travel," ATC Form l2_.
') Randolph Air Force Base, Texas, 29 Uctober 1934,

a
(&

S Department of the Air Force: HJ Tactical Air Command.
I "Model Installation Program (MIF)," unnumbered plan.

.}'; Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, <% December 1333%.

)
“~& 7. US Department ot the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air command
" (CCy ., "Excellent Installations,”™ letter. Langley Ai:
;} Force Base, Virginia, 17 June 19485,

W

5. US Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command

Lt tCCy. "TAC - Every Base a Model Base," letter. Langiey
u Air Force Base, Virginia, 28 January &5.
- *
W - . : ~ I
,*Q 3. US Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Command (CCE..
egﬁ "Model Installation Program (MIP),” memo. Langley Air
i Force Base, Virginia, 16 November 13983.
b
N
L}

L

. LR Bt ¥y Rt B S Do P Vg B o P b b g S L3P g C g Lt a g Tt gt g g B b gV Nk
e Ty T e e e L VT



CONTINUED

) . 1. US Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
o, (Cs . "Excellent Installations," letter. Langley Air
i 1 Force Base, Virginia, 9 September 1335.
j 11. US Department ot the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
il (CV. "Expansion of the Model Installation Frogranm
. (MIP),"” message 102201Z Dec 84. Langliey Air Force Base,
: Virginia, 10 December 1984.
N
ﬁ 12 US Department ot the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
) tCVy. "TAC Model Installation Program (TACMIP)," letter
. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 10 November 1936.
o L3 JS lepartment of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
r: (DE;. "Model Installation Publicity Effectiveness,"”
:s letter. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 13 December
N 1985,
)
1 s oz Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
- (OE . Personal letter to AF/DE. Langliey Ailr Force Base,
2} Virginia, 2 January 1986.
E; s JZ Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
s «LEM) . DEM Director’s Weekly Activity Report, 15-19 Ju!
‘ 8S," letter, Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 13 July
o 135%
9
™ i Jz Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
.3 CDEMY . "Model Installation Program (MIP)," letter tc a7
o TFW/CC/RkRM.  Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, la Februzry
1935
w4 . _
N 17 US Department of the Air Force: HQ Tacticati Air Command
b DEM). "Model Installation Program (MIP)," Jetter to the
-, headquarters statt. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia,
s .4 February 1385.
@
K3 12, US Department ot the Air Force, HQ Tactical Air Command
9 «DEM . "Tactical Air Command Model Instalilation Graduate
o FProgram Guidance Letter," letter. Langley Air Force
:h BEase, Virginia, undated (circa November 1986
8
T 139, US Lepartment ot the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
) «DEMG) . "< August 1385 MIP PRO Minutes," letter.
} Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 2 August 1985,
) .
L]
b: 20. US Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
L (DEMG). "9 August 1985 MIP PRO Minutes," letter.
) Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 15 August 1938%.

X .
5 DA i (e 0408 DO
RO b T oy Wt G .‘ ,‘tl,ho ,.ﬂ“‘ Lt helhe W ‘\‘; SN AL TRE W

Q U
l" “q 6.. k‘ I\‘i*;‘i‘y'i""‘ I.Q' ‘.Ql‘.‘i‘. l L !‘.‘.ﬁf' k! v




Lo aa Ao ALa AEn Sle An Sha ah e bal ol ok Aok ach A a B A 4 A A 4 a-a e o ) . i B oE B L

CONTINUED

N
:3[,
{ 5 -
8 2 us
\l:

N
nk}
P 22. US
')

.\.

~
A -
B> 23 us
o~

!f.
po

| 24. us
ey
‘Eb
b,
Ay
K
25 us

A Y2

A

LNt

]

e

;{ 26 us
H

.jx

o

2 - -
‘..r: 4.7 Ub
=
e
6N ]
58 28. USs
p }
:“‘

I

29. us

’ '.::‘
.

b

b 30. US
Y

ﬁ;

31. Us
o

-

5

B

o

)

Pt

E] .
phg bog By B 7y T @ + OO PN (3 I\ DAY
RN YT ’i*!?n*“l‘.fu*b‘mtt a0, i’:l‘,:t‘.fﬁ‘ 'fA?A' O ‘,‘fn‘ita lf

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG). "16 August 1985 MIP PRO Minutes," letter.
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 22 August 1985.

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG). "13 September 1985 MIP PRO Minutes," letter.
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 3 October 1985.

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG) . "8 Dec 1985 MIP PRO Minutes,” letter. Langley
Air Force Base, Virginia, 12 December 1985,

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG) . "Appointment of MIP Program Review Organization
(PRO)," letter. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia,

16 July 1985,

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG) . "Model Installation Program (MIP)," item of
interest memorandum. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia,
14 February 1985.

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG). "Model Installation Program (MIP)," statf
summary sheet. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 21! June
1985.

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG). "Model Installation Program," staff summary
sheet. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, undated (circa
5 July 1985).

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG). "Minutes to MIP PRO," letter. Langley Air Force
Base, Virginia, undated (circa 19 July 1985).

Depacrtment of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG) . "MIP PRO Assessment," briefing slides. Langley
Air Force Base, Virginia, 15 April 1986,

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG) . "MIP PRO Assessment," briefing slides. Langley
Air Force Base, Virginia, 7 August 1986.

Depacrtment of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG) . "MIP PRO Minutes for 21 May 1986," letter.
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 30 May 1986.

28

OO0 O e M A S A R AL AL A AN A XA
l.‘,hl.l!‘,.'.".'..h._‘h‘tl,l*‘.f,_’,'.";““J‘h»“.’llg“‘)r";','.A“.‘..,.“,“gj‘o“‘.‘. Geleatingte

] L}




~
N
>
a

-

1!

Aty X}
f, 4,,‘ »,, i.

CONTINUED

(s
on

I I

~

(o

@0,

4],

a8 Y,
o1 4"‘* ,'; KX "y K}

us

[
u:;

.
47}

-
(v

C
(&)

451,!

Lepartment or the Air Force: HQ Tacrtical Air Zommand
«DEMG). "PRJU Assessiment," briefing script. Langley Air
Force Base, Virginia, =26 November 1985,

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG) . "PRU Assessment," briefing slides. Langley Air
Force Base, Virginia., <6 November 1985.

Dewartmenu ot the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG)». "Program Review Urganization (PRO) for MIP."
start summary sheet. Langliey Air Force Base, Virginis,

le July 1985,

Lepartment of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DEMG) . "Term Employee Request,”" lJetter. Langley Air
Force Base, VYirginia, <3 July 1985,

Department of the Air Force: HqQ Tactical Air Command
<D0y, "Intormal Expansion or the Model Installation

Frogram, " message 1317552 Jun 85, iangley Air Force

Base, Virginia, 15 June 138E.

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(DOOFCH . "Intorma! Expansion of the Mode! Instalizticn
Program,"” stafr summary sheet. Langley Air Force Base,
Virginia, 12 June 1985,

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Commanu
(LG, "Logistics Excellence Program (LEF)," message
1220202 Feb BS. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia.

12 February 1385.

Lepartment of the Air Force: HU Tactical Air Command
(FA:., "All TAC Members Urged to Get Involved," press
reiease number TAC-E84-27& ot "TAC News Release." Langley
Alr Force Base, Virginia., 30 November 1984.

Department ot the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(PA., "MIP Survey Results," report. Langiey Air Force
Base, Virginia, 13 February 1986.

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command
(PA). "Model Installation and Suggestion Programs Go
Hand In Hand," press release TAC-86-01 of "TAC News
Service."™ Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, 10 January
1988.

IO Bl QOO NS W NN
"' ;.l :’o’:‘! "G q,'l " | “"' 'b qq\a':,s‘l,“l .'i I WS I ' . . 0. ' 'l »’l 0" n'. .' "“ef",.'..p £ ) " ‘i“ ‘ "‘!.n‘ ‘-.r'u KA

L)

)
C?;:a,g ,A! "




[\

‘\::\

i. .\ ~ = Y

Y- CONTINUED

N

[ N

, “42. il Department ot the Air Force: HRQ Tactical Air Command
ﬁb (PAl). "TAC News Service," message Ol2200Z lLec 86.
;ci Langiey Air Force Base, Virginia, 1 December 19&0.
NS

TN

(S 43. U3 Department of the Air Force: HQ United States Air Force
A

»

(CCH ., "Excellent Installations - ACTION MEMORANDUM,"™
memorandum. Washington, DC, 3 May 1985.

A/

:\f- 4 US Department ot the Air Force: HQ United States Air Force
f?: LSV, "Model Installation Program,"” letter.
‘ga Washington, DC, S October 1984,
. US Lepartment of the Air Force: HQ United States Air Force
LS ‘PRY. "Air Force-wide Expansion ot the Mode! Instatlation
b Frogram Management Approach,” message 13916002 Zep 386.
~ Washington, DC, 19 September 1986.
‘] -t. U3 Department of the Air Force: HQ United States Air Force
PR "Minutes ot Model Installation Frogram (MIP2
y Commanders’ Conference, 5-6 Nov 8%5," letter. Langiey Air
; Ferce Base, Virginia, 26 November 1385.
! Gt
;ﬁq 47, Y3 Department of the Air Force: HQ United States Air Force
B4, (PR). *"Model Installation Commanders® Conterence,”
! letter. Washington, DC, 3 October 1984.
b2 %S, s Lepartment of the Air Fource: HQ United States Air Force
-&3 (PR, "Mode! Installation Program (MIF)," message
gﬁq 1512002 Nov 83. Washington, DU, 15 November 138z,

i
§

[ty
-
)

Department of the Air Force: HQ United States Air Force

A tFPRFJB. "Ctfficial Minutes, Model installation Frogram
'u: Commanders® Tonterence, <2-239 August 13H349."  Atcen 1 or
e "Model Installation Program (MIF) Commanders®
:nj Conference," letter. Washington, DLC, 1 Ocrober l1u3s.
Al )

0,

S22, JE Depsrtment ot the Air Force: Uttice of the Cchier o1
Staff (CV.. "Management of the Federal Government,”

) memorandum, Washington, DC, S April 1985,

Ve
o
'.‘ L. US Government: Department of Defense. "Model Instailations
b and the Graduate Program," & report to the President’'s
Q.- Blue Ribbon Commission of Defense Management.

S Washington, DC, 1& May 1986.

54

rﬁx 52, U3 Government: Ottice of the Deputy Secretary ot Detense.
jxg "Mode!l Installations,” memorandum. Washington, DC, 4 June
ol 1324,
i
el
e

~ .-

"i, 30

~

. “I (] p‘

D) . - O ) G f) () ROYOOUNOYM M AN A 9 IBOAOAOBOOONOO0000
DI 1 5% (] () [ U ] b SCUOC00 BOSONOBUOLOOTUE FRCNLPTM R UL PP RPLIL
“‘."_‘u"‘a"‘\".l‘w‘ﬁ~¢‘ A“'|a;.i'. a9, "%,y ,6‘ WA, 4'.‘1‘: l'n.l'v‘l.l.ﬂ'o!.l’k“’o 5'.,5'.“‘."@.‘"-3,",?".a\"!".“‘ "n‘?h','-‘ DOUOUCAES ‘s'-'a.-el';'l'n“‘ AN

&, " (A



PP

4..'..\‘.\ s

4 g IR ” g o P M y - - o YTeT Aadoa Mo bl o,

CONTINUED

.
L
[ 9%

s Ggovernment: Otfice ot the Fresident of the United
States. "Management of the Federal Government,"
memorandum. Washington, DC, 4 March 1585,

Unpublished Materials
Johnson, Mark R., Maj, USAF. "Managing Innovation in a
Bureaucracy: A Case Study." Unpublished student

report 87-1355, Air Command and Statt College (AU),
Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, 19387.

B. RELATED SO0URCES

Books

Peters, Thomas J., and Waterman, Robert H., Jr. In Search <1

c
w

Us

4 L)
* .'." l,.“»""f ':’3‘*'*7?.4?§‘.

Rl

Excellence: Lessons from America’s Best-Run Companiess. New
York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1982.

Official Documents

Départment of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command.
"History of the Tactical Air Command (1 Jan - 31 Dec 84."
Vol. 1 (8). Langley Air Force Base, Virginia., 1935.

Department of the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command.
"Hicstory ot the Tactical Air Command (1 Jan - 31 Dec 5%,
Vol. I (8). VLangley Air Force Base, Virginia, 1956,

Department ot the Air Force: HQ Tactical Air Command.

"History ot the Tactical Air Command (1 Jan - 31 Dec &g,
Vol. [ (8. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia. 1957,

31

CAIRE Ay AFY
NI ‘,.

PV N K L ASA DD i o A AN 6 % DAOAOCE
DN CPNN AN R RIORC I RoctU TR R RO A RN dae ) t"u’,‘."nv,,‘a,.'l!,‘-t*.,’_nﬁ_l,u,?av,ﬁt AOAININNISH

NI XN LN PR



PR I S

- .::;;{‘-;:' g %k «~ :’c..

\)
>
—~
T
O

=
8

Y I I Y0
[P P dly R skt
Lt a e d et



